The major perspective of this paper is to provide more evidence regarding how "quickly", in different macroeconomic states, companies adjust their capital structure to their leverage targets. This study extends the empirical research on the topic of capital structure by focusing on a quantile regression method to investigate the behavior of firm-specific characteristics and macroeconomic factors across all quantiles of distribution of leverage (book leverage and market leverage). Therefore, depending on a partial adjustment model, we find that the adjustment speed fluctuated in different stages of book versus market leverage. Furthermore, while macroeconomic states change, we detect clear differentiations of the contribution and the effects of the firm-specific and the macroeconomic variables between market leverage and book leverage debt ratios. Consequently, we deduce that across different macroeconomic states the nature and maturity of borrowing influence the persistence and endurance of the relation between determinants and borrowing.
INTRODUCTION
Plausible questions have been triggered in the scientific area of capital structure dynamic determination prompted by the recent global financial crisis, regarding how "quickly", in different macroeconomic states, companies adjust their capital structure to their book leverage targets. In an effort to broaden the debate scope, we focus on SMEs and discuss the relative importance of macroeconomic and firm-specific variables, in changing macroeconomic conditions. Therefore, depending on a partial adjustment model, we obtain that book and market debt follow different patterns concerning their adjustment speeds.
A scientific area that has drawn research interest during the last two decades is capital structure determination of Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) and the reason is partly the recognition of the importance of SMEs for the economy in terms of employment and value added as well as numbers of enterprises and partly the acknowledgement that SMEs financing exhibits considerable differences compared to large enterprises. Hence, during the last twenty years, a series of research has emerged which focuses on investigating the particularities of small enterprises in their capital structure determination.
Particularly, this issue is tackled in Torres and Julien (2005) research from a managerial perspective, where they describe the main findings of researchers over the last three decades, which have led to the recognition of SMEs specificities. Thus, in this wide recognition where research has shed light on the fact that large firms' theory has limited applicability to SMEs, the theory of capital structure cannot be an exemption. Ang (1991) was the first that highlighted this approach by pointing out that the theory of finance was not developed with the small business in mind, whereas Cressy and Olofsson (1997) declare that small businesses are not scaled-down versions of large businesses and endeavors to relate the different theoretical attributes to small enterprises.
On the contrary, in his research Hackbarth et al. (2006) indicated that little attention has been paid to the macroeconomic conditions' effects on capital structure choices and credit risk, notwithstanding the substantial development of the capital structure literature. Plausible questions have been triggered in the scientific area of capital structure determination by the recent global financial crisis regarding how quickly firms tend to adjust their capital structure in different economic states to their long-term targets. Furthermore, the research of Cook and Tang (2010) is built on the findings of previous analysts, such as Chloe et al. 1993; Korajczyk and Levy, 2003 , where macroeconomic conditions do affect companies' financing choices, and denote that companies adjust their leverage toward target faster in good macroeconomic states compared to bad macroeconomic states. In their study, Oztekin and Flannery (2012) compare speed adjustments of capital structure across countries and prove that financial and legal conditions vary with debt adjustment speeds. Correspondingly, in his research follow a similar approach and indicate that companies with above-target leverage and financial surpluses adjust their leverage more rapidly when macroeconomic risk is high and firm-specific risk is low, whilst companies with below-target leverage and financial deficits adjust their capital structure more quickly when both types of risk are low. The context of triggers precisely the main idea of this paper, namely to investigate in changing macroeconomic states the relative significance of traditional firm-specific capital structure determinants, such as asset structure, size, profitability, risk and growth, versus macroeconomic variables.
Contributing to the interesting debate of the relative importance of firm-specific versus macroeconomic variables in changing macroeconomic conditions is the main research objective of this paper, seen respectively in a demand-driven context vs. supply-driven context, in the SMEs environment and none of the aforementioned studies simultaneously combine SMEs' specificities with adjustment speed in capital structure determination or explore the issue of firm-specific vs. macroeconomic variables in different economic states.
Two periods of different macroeconomic states are identified, growth and recession, that mainly follow the methodological explanation of Cook and Tang (2010) and Oztekin and Flannery (2012) , by using a dynamic model of partial adjustment capital structure with unobserved heterogeneity and fake variable for the macroeconomic states. We find that there are clear differentiations of the effects and the contribution of the firm-specific versus the macroeconomic variables between long-term and short-term debt ratios in changing macroeconomic states. From our results we reach a conclusion that the nature and maturity of borrowing across different macroeconomic states affects the endurance and persistence of the relation between determinants and borrowing.
Thus, our opinion is that this paper contributes on the recent dynamic determination of capital structure in the below ways. Firstly, we manage to broaden the scope of the debate by including SMEs, secondly, we show that macroeconomic states have a prevailing effect on how the relationships of capital structure determinants and leverage are shaped and finally we indicate that these relationships are also influenced by debt maturity.
METHODOLOGY AND DATA
Initially, we probe if our panel data model is a random or fixed effect model. This can be detected through Hausman (1978) test, which allows us to find that our model is a fixed effect model. Generally, panel data models provide us control of the implications of companies' nonobservable individual effects on the estimated parameters. To the extent of our knowledge panel data are the most appropriate to examine a dynamic phenomenon which varies across time compared to cross-section or time series data that neither express dynamic relations. Moreover, panel data allow us to estimate raised accuracy since they use double observations which are used in both assessment with the cross section or time series data.
THE MODEL
Following the rationale of Cook and Tang (2010) , Oztekin and Flannery (2012) , Nikolaos Daskalakis, Dimitrios Balios and Violetta Dalla (2017) , Antreas Kaloudis and Dimitrios Tsolis (2018), we use a partial adjustment model, which assumes that the target debt ratio LEV * i,t from firm i at time t, is given by: LEVB * i,t = a * +a * i + β * X i,t + γ * M t , i = 1, . . . . . . . , N, t = 2, . . . . . , T i LEVM * i,t = a * +a * i + β * X i,t + γ * M t , i = 1, . . . . . . . , N, t = 2, . . . . . , T i
Where a * is the constant term, a * i is the unobserved heterogeneity of firm i, X = (X 1 , … . , X K ) ′ and M = (M 1 , … , M J ) ′ are (column) vectors of firm specific and macroeconomic variables respectively, β * = (β * 1 , . . . , β * K ) is the (row) coefficient vector of firm-specific variables and γ * = (γ * 1 , . . . , γ * j ) the (row) coefficient of the macroeconomic variables. The debt ratio DR i,t adjust to its target according to the rule:
Where δ * is the speed of adjustment and ε i,t is the error term.
The Data
The data is collected from published financial statements of U.S. economy companies for 44 years. We use a dataset of SME's and MNC's of United States economy. For the best of our knowledge panel data are the most appropriate to observe a dynamic phenomenon that variates cross time in comparison with cross-section and time series data which neither express dynamic relations nor produced estimates are highly accurate due to the multicollinearity existence. Furthermore, panel data provide us estimates of raised accuracy while they used more than the double number of total observations that is used in both assessment with the times series or cross section data
The variables PROXIES FOR LEVERAGE
Book leverage is the ratio of book debt/total assets. Market leverage is the ratio of book debt / ( book debt + market equity ) Firm specific factors LIQUIDITY (LIQTA) is the ratio of current assets to current liabilities, as used by Graham and Harvey (2001) and De Jong et al. (2008) .
NDTS is the nondebt tax shields (tax shields excluding interest), as used by Titman
and Wessels (1998), Barton et al. (1989) , Prowse (1990) and Miguel and Pindado (2001) , who found an inverse relationship between leverage and non-debt tax shields; NDTS i,t = EBIT i,t − IP i,t − (
Where IP i,t is the interest payable, T i,t is the income Tax, T is the corporate tax rate.
PROFITABILITY (PROFTA).
In view of the pecking order theory, firm's financing decisions follow in general a hierarchy, preferring debt over equity and internal over external financing , Daskalakis & Psillaki, 2008 Psillaki & Daskalakis, 2009) . Thus, it is expected that profitability should be negatively related to debt and be measured as earnings before interest and taxes to total assets SIZE (SIZEAT), expected to be positively correlated with debt levels. Larger firms may be able to reduce the transaction costs associated with long-term debt issuance. Public corporate debt usually trades in large blocks relative to the size of an equity trade, and most issues are at least 100 million dollars in face value to provide liquidity. Marsh's (1982) survey concludes that large firms more often choose long-term debt while small firms choose short-term debt. Size is measured as the natural logarithm of total sales.
GROWTH (GROWTHAT)
and leverage relation can be either negative or positive, with GR being measured as the annual rate of change in sales.
INVESTMENTS (INVTA)
In accordance with Lewellen and Badrinath (1997) , where: I i,t = NPPE i,t − NPPE i,t−1 + D i,t , where NPPE i,t is the fixed assets and D i,t is a proxy for the depreciation.
The market-to-book (MRBRATIO) ratio was used by Rajan and Zingales (1995) , De Jong et al. (2008) , Lemmon and Zender (2010) and Sinan (2010).
Macroeconomic factors INFLATION
An extensively investigated macroeconomic factor is the inflation rate (INFL). However, contradictory evidence exists concerning the effect of inflation on capital structure. In the context of literature, Bastos et al., (2009) found no effect of inflation on leverage, while detected a positive relationship between market leverage and inflation, yet no relationship on book leverage. On the other hand, Hanousek & Shyamshur (2011) verified that inflation generally has a positive influence on leverage, this effect however turns unimportant for certain specifications of their model. INFL is referred to the annual rate of change of the CPI index.
GDP_RATE
GDPgrowth indicates monetary conditions in general. Beck et al. (2008) , De Jong et al. (2008) , Chipeta & Mbululu (2013) and Muthama et al. (2013) discovered that firms that operate in a country with increased real GDP, have a higher level of economic wealth and therefore they tend to issue more debt than equity. On the other hand, Kayo & Kimura (2011) confirmed a negative relationship and argued that companies tend to generate higher net incomes and greater revenues during periods of peak economic activity. In view of this, the opportunity to finance further investments internally and not by issuing equity or debt is provided.
THE ESTIMATION METHODOLOGY The Quantile regression in Panel Data approach
Our approach is based on quantile regressions, which estimate the effect of explanatory variables on the dependent variable at different points of the dependent variable's conditional distribution. Quantile regressions were originally presented as a 'robust' regression method which permits for estimation where the typical hypothesis of normality of the error term might not be strictly satisfied (Koenker and Bassett, 1978) ; This method has also been used to estimate models with censoring (Powell, 1984 (Powell, , 1986 Buchinsky, 1994 Buchinsky, , 1995 .
Recently, quantile regressions have been used simply to get evidence about points in the distribution of the dependent variable further than the conditional mean (Buchinsky, 1994 (Buchinsky, , 1995 Eide and Showalter, 1997) . We use quantile regressions to observe whether the effects of factors Is differentiated across the 'quantiles' in the conditional distribution of dependent variable. As described by Koenker and Bassett (1978) , the estimation is done by minimizing where yt , is the dependent variable, xt is the k by 1 vector of explanatory variables, β is the coefficient vector and Θ is the estimated quantile. The coefficient vector b will differ depending on the particular quantile being estimated.
RESULTS
We choose to use the conditional quantile estimator over the OLS estimator which focuses only on the central tendency of the distribution and does not permit the possibility of differentiation of the explanatory variables impact for highly leveraged firms. An additional reason for choosing the conditional quantile estimator is that it provides us the possibility to observe the sign and probability fluctuations across quantiles, from the lower leveraged firms to the higher leveraged firms. Table 2 illustrates the correlation coefficients between the variables used in our model. The dependent and independent variables are provided with a Pearson correlation matrix. It is conspicuous that there is a non-statistically significant and negative correlation (r=-0.001821) between leverage in book values and non-debt tax shields. Similar findings were obtained by Frank & Goyal (2003) . A statistically significant and positive correlation between leverage and investments at the 5% significance level, a statistically negative correlation (r=-0.0328) between leverage and liquidity at the 5% significance level (Pecking order theory), a statistically significant and negative correlation (r=-0.034814) between leverage and profitability at the 5% significance level. Pecking-order theory predicts a negative relationship between profitability and leverage (accounting and market). This theory argues that companies will prefer to finance their needs first by using sustainable profits, then through borrowing and then through the issuance of new shares. According to the Pecking-order theory, companies that are rapidly developing and have high funding needs will move on to short-term funding that is less subject to asymmetric information.
Furthermore, Pearson correlation provide us information for positive relation (r=0.0071) between leverage and size. This finding is in line with trade-off theory, that is, the bigger the business is, the greater the ability to borrow, and therefore it can have a higher leverage than a smaller company. According to Titman & Wessels (1988) , the bigger the business-diversity, the shorter the probability of bankruptcy will be, and the less volatility is observed in its cash flows, so it can borrow to a larger extent from smaller companies. Finally, there is a statistically significant and negative correlation (r=-0.0161) between leverage and growth at the 5% significance level. Regarding trade-off theory, companies with high growth (investment) prospects must have low levels of borrowing.
Hausman Test
With the regression equation, we will choose the most catalyzed model between fixed effects and random effects and with the help of the Hausman test we will make the most appropriate choice for our model. Probability of Chi-Sq < 0.05, so we reject null hypothesis, and Fixed Effect Model is the most appropriate for our model. Assets structure variable (LAS) regarding total debt, enters with a positive sign (Bradley et al. (1984) The fact that SIZE (SIZE) enters with an insignificantly negative coefficient and from 0.35 quantile becomes significant with the same negative sign and rises since the 0.9 quantile of market leverage ratio, indicates that larger enterprises are less diversified and can be expected to bankrupt more often while smaller firms are usually opaquer well. At this point, larger firms can be expected for lower levels of leverage.
Growth (LGR), enters with a negative sign and from 0.35 quantile becomes positive until the 0.9 quantile that is statistically significant for the total of quantiles. Firms with higher growth opportunities are more likely to exhaust internal funds and seek external financing.
Profitability (Lprof), appears with a negative sign that is non-statistically significant and from 0.35 until 0.50 quantile the sign turns to negative and significant; a fact that indicates that higher total-leveraged firms in US, according to the Trade-off theory, are less profitable while less total-leveraged firms according Pecking order theory for financing decisions follow a preference for internal over external financing and for debt over equity.
Tax considerations are very noticeable for enterprises because of the reason that they can produce high profit. Non-debt-tax-shields enter with negative and non-significant sign and Liquidity remains negative and significant. Cash-rich companies expected to have lower debt and they prefer internal financing (Pecking order theory).
The fact that inflation (infl) starts with positive sign and from 0.95 quantile becomes negative, indicates that the high-leveraged firms are influenced from inflation in contrast to leveraged and less-leveraged firms, . Table 4 Growth (LGR), enters with a positive sign and from 0.35 quantile becomes negative until the 0.95 quantile and it is statistically significant for majority of quantiles. Firms with higher growth opportunities are more likely to seek external financing. Profitability (Lprof), appears with a negative sign for 0.15 and 0.50 quantile and it is significant from 0.15 until 0.50 quantiles; this fact indicates that higher total-leveraged firms in US according to the Trade-off theory, are less profitable. Total-leveraged firms according to Pecking order theory, regarding their financing decisions follow a preference for internal over external financing and for debt over equity. 
BOOK

QUANTILES
Non-debt-tax-shields enters with positive and significant sign and remains negative and for 0.35 and 0.95 is negative. This suggests that the relative advantage of resorting to debt as a tax shield alternative to depreciation is lower for median and high levels of leverage.
The inflation (infl) starts with a positive sign and from 0.50 quantile becomes negative, which indicates that the high-leveraged firms are influenced from inflation in contrast to leveraged and less-leveraged firms, .
Liquidity remains with negative and significant sign. Cash-rich companies expected to have lower debt and they prefer internal financing (Pecking order theory). 
Conclusion
Inspired by the importance of understanding capital structure, this paper uses quantile regression approximations to add to empirical information and focuses on how capital structure relations fluctuate between firms at different stages of the total debt, short-terms debt and long-terms debt distribution. Our findings complement a new dimension to the knowledge of US firms' financing behavior reported in existing literature suggesting that research on the relation between capital structure and incentives could benefit from knowledge of heterogeneity in the capital structure and from using quantile regression techniques in the field of corporate finance. Moreover, if firms maximize subject to an upper constraint on debt, the relationship between leverage and its determinants might change sign as leverage increases, and quantile regression enables us to identify such effects within sample.
The adjustment speed slows down for long-terms debt ratio, the adjustment speed slows down only in the first quantile and from the second quantile does not change. The adjustment speed for long-terms debt ratio does not affect during crisis and the total debt ratio slows down for most of the quantiles.
